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REMARKS 

Claim 10 and the Abstract have been amended in view of the comments of the Examiner 
at page 2 of the Office Action of August 2, 2004. 

Claim 1 has been amended by the Applicants, in order to overcome the Section 102 
rejection of Claim 1 over either Carter or Cheng et al. Support for the amendment of Claim 1 
may be found in the original specification, particularly, at page 6, column 19-20 and page 6, line 
20-21, of the specification. Applicants have also made two minor amendments to Claim 1, at the 
last two lines of Claim 1, to correct two obvious typographical errors. 

Claim 1 has now been amended to provide that the first electrically conducting terminal 
is of one piece with the first electrically conducting element. See specification, page 6, lines 
19-20. Claim 1 has been further amended to provide that the second electrically conducting 
terminal is of one piece with the second electrically conducting element. See specification, 
page 6, lines 20-21. As a result of the fact that the first electrically conducting terminal is of one 
piece with the first electrically conducting element, the terminals are in electrical contact with 
the fuse through the electrically conducting elements. See specification, page 6, lines 13-14. 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 USC §102 over either Carter or Cheng et al. In view of 
the above referenced amendment to Claim 1, both of these rejections should be withdrawn, and 
Claim 1 should be allowed. Each of the fifteen (15) dependent claims (Claims 2-16) are 
dependent upon Claim 1 , and thus will also be allowable. 

The Carter reference does not have the construction of the invention of the amended 
Claim 1, as amended. Particularly, Carter does not disclose a structure where (a) the first 
electrically conducting terminal is of one piece with the first electrically conducting element; and 
(b) the second electrically conducting terminal is of one piece with the second electrically 
conducting element. Instead, as may be seen in FIG. 1 of Carter, the first and second electrically 
conducting terminals (identified as items 18 and 19 by the Examiner at pages 2 and 3 of the 
Office Action) are discrete, separate parts from the electrically conductive element (identified as 
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item 34 at page 4 of the Office Action). Moreover, nothing in the Carter reference suggests or 
teaches this one-piece construction. 

Similarly, the Cheng et al. reference does not have the construction of the invention of 
the amended Claim 1, as amended. Particularly, Cheng does not disclose a structure where (a) 
the first electrically conducting terminal is of one piece with the first electrically conducting 
element; and (b) the second electrically conducting terminal is of one piece with the second 
electrically conducting element. Instead, as may be seen in FIG. 1 of Cheng et al, the first and 
second electrically conducting terminals (identified as items 10 and 30 by the Examiner at 
page 4, paragraph 7 of the Office Action) are discrete, separate parts from the electrically 
conductive element (indicated at page 4 of the Office Action as being "anything (in) Figure 1"). 
It is submitted by Applicants that the "electrically conductive element" for the electrically 
conductive terminals are those elements that contact both those elements and the fuse 23. Here, 
as may be seen in Figure 1 of Cheng et al, it follows that (a) the first electrically conductive 
terminal 10 includes an electrically conductive element 21; and (b) the second electrically 
conductive terminal 30 includes an electrically conductive element 22. Clearly, the respective 
terminals and their elements are not of one piece, as required by the now amended Claim 1. 
Moreover, nothing in the Cheng et al. reference suggests or teaches this one-piece construction. 

The addition of these limitations to Claim 1 should require no new search. Thus, 
notwithstanding this amendment, it is submitted that the claims should now be deemed 
allowable. 
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Conclusion 

All issues have been addressed. Applicants submit that Claim 1, as amended, and its 
dependent claims 2-16, are allowable. Action to this effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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